
Hunt 1 s truat in Caddy is such that he had Cadi-.y standing by in the event of what 

unannounced and uncalled, 

did eventuate , his thugs got caught o Caddy is the man who walked in/ to the complete 

amazement of the police early, in the meiming of Saturday, ^une 17, when &ex all of the 

five men arrested had declined offers to make phone calls o He said he was their lawyer 0 

Caddy is a man of the bitterest ant-liberal and a nti-labor viewso V Group Research fjlij]^) 

Caddy is one of the then young people who gathered at ex-spook, right-wing doyen 

Bill Buckley* s estate to form YAk, who se first n ational director Gaudy was 0 ^ 

/ in this case * p 

Caddy is the first person/tcT^ * the five arrested inside The WatergateT^^ 

-anyone in s-rlous trouble- 

He was then represented by more lawyers than any actually defendant/ although the e range 
against him was merely contempt based upon the spurious claim preparations for v/hich we 
have already se^n in other instances, that he was obligated to silence by the "lawyer— 

/JvJVv-k \\Jij ifw^\ (fviSiSrv _____ -hii/0 

cli^nt"i^^ He, was then represented b ylfe^-own^ plus ?,e*ryer* from the 

ausf ) 

prestigious firm that represented Hunt and had represented the ClAo Bittman was then a 
liner in Hogan W Hartson /UW ^ M l/ futltm li)4 * i^ L fr\. A 



par 



Caddy was a ’’business" partner with Hunt, < a ffcct that was hidden in its clandestine 

dor an alias^ The project was right down Bixon* s 



aspects® Iiiuit fac w , participated und< 

alley was another unseen hand inside a °olson glove « / ^ 

Caddy is also one of the early figures in the case who imaged to disappear from it 



1A 



There is no doubt what Hunt was up to and there is no doubt that his CIA work, 

whether or not legal and proper - and it was neither- was ultra-secret. This means that 

if Caddy were not part of it he was a man in whom Hunt and his assorted principals, of 

whom we know three - the CIA, the Nixon/White| House thuggery and the MuUe/'ClA front 

unlimited 

operation- imparted<tbg most "g arooteiotoa trust. Qtherwise he would not have been 
Hunt's office mate, able to see with whom Hunt consulted hear their conversation, 
answer the phone and in other ways be priwy to Hunt's operations. 

In fact he was more than merely trusted. He was part of some of the nastier 
clandestine political operations so easily exposed that one marvels how all the official 
investigations, all the criminal investigators and all the press managed to avoid them. 



IB 

It followed shortly upon the December, 1969 recommendation of Hunt for this mysterious 

White House "PR firm" by i'lagruder, Colson and the master of Nixonian dirty-w^oks and. 

AOm a Vii & A 

leaks, Lyn Nofsiger, the kind of operation that in Nixon's White House 
known as a "Nofsiger job^' fVl^ btj C x 









rs^ 



How the press could have lost all interest in him is inexplicable. It also is atypicalo 
Everything about Caddy was newsworthy in The Watergate and reporting of ito 



After his Mullen career, Caddy became an associate of the law firm of Gall, Lane,. 

/ iy y l/t.i,W~Cc,Lcc{ U l'd-tpo 

■Powell and Kilcullen^ when/ another associate, Mac S, Punaway figured floetjpgfy-in / 

at 1250 Connecticut Avenue, 



$ 



f/it at 1 Connecticut Avenue, ^ 

TMif/firm is office! ±h a building that also holds the office of another lawyer, 

£§ Ricey New* Jilta was sent by the CIA to rescupe a former agent if not then an actibe 

one, Richard Case Nagell, when Nagell was picked up inside East Germany in 1 968. 

Just in time to meet Mixon’s need when Nixon was caught in the most extensive and 

standing/ 

elaborate violation of all campaign laws and when there was a wai hi n/Jl i n a of corporation 
executives waiting to cop guilty pleas in a successful effort to escape jail, Caddy produced 
a book titled The $100 M illion Payoff: How Big Labor Buv.g Its Democrats .Aside from 
being part of the Nixon "game plan" of convincing the people that all politicians are 
as crooked as his gang, the subliminal effect of this line is to destroy faith in 
representative government. It tells the people the Nixon lie, that all politicians are 
crooks, regardless of /arty. 

Caddy’s line in this propaganda of the far right is that organized labor pours 

V 

millions into Democratic coffers and that donors and recipients alike should be 
prosecutedo IHs propaganda was touted by tiiis far— right spectrum as "explosive 
evidence." Journals of that political perspective gave Caddy’s book a big play. 

Humans. .events jls^a Jlght-wingjbabloid. It gave reporting of this book a monopoly of its 
first three pages in the issue of May 11,1974, heading it "The Democrats’ Watergate." 

Tfee Group Research R eport review of the Caddy book 
(5/24/74) notes that Caddy had earlier worked for the National Association of Manufactur- 
ers. (So had John F. Lane, his associate in the Gall law firm.) fa ' irkhitll /A/^W d^id 1 ^ ) 
♦' ” 

Caddy is hhxhsx a trustee of the Robert M. Schuchman Memorial Foundation, named 

after one of the other early YAFfers of the period when Buckley launched the right- 

\U n ( thos e leader s^-* j/ 

wing kids on their wa$ to thejjgc.©sBi Watergate, a# many of ifogrrrm 'fTgi i in it under 

Nixon and in his White House. The Schuchman Foundation set up what it called, like 



•v>. 



Gaddy-2 



entirely once Ms contempt troubles T /;er:w resolved 



r i’he mystery about Caddy is heightened by one of the it urns,, of evidence found on the 

^ vm-v-Ic ox it? \jb Ut.eS Willed nt '\ 

'■'ubens, a map. The news accounts, which merely report tnat the man) showfe how to gei) from 

h 

The Watergate lo Dupont Circle, did. not include Caddy’s then adaress, 2121 P Street, Nw, 

,>» ** 

ifaich is at Dupont Circle. The easiest way to it and the best way for a car to get to 
front door is exactly the way marked on that map, hew Hampshire Avenue to the circle and 
then over P Street to that front door 0 

The of ri trial lack oi oliicxal interest in Cat ay once Iris arrogance , wliic-h embarrassed 
» ffiolalrj-f . u, the prosecutors, was overcome with the contempt citation that saved their 
faces, as one of the reasons so many mysteries remain mysteries and may be one of the 
more important earlier determinants in the luiiupcachment of liichard L’ixon. 

went t o — th o lo; firm tt T OjiII , - 

Z A 

c 

I knew the late John Gall when I was a Senate investigator and editor and he was 
counsel to the national Association of * manufacturer 3 , whose members and whoovn Gud- 

'jfc rtf *'%***< 

<y ac l7f vj. ties the senate was then investigating, r. large percentage of its more influential 

j K J fcyut *Yyi c /hfarj ^.*Hn U/i± 

meiabers were those who inflicted violencdvpn lalor^organiaer s /(l^lutling "i.m^er^ in *'* : 



the tumultous days 01 the Great Depression and the resurgence of trades— union organization 

, . . . 'jUfa 4 i II 

cind demanas lor decent working conditions ana pay 0 n no re virulently anti-labor advocate 

„ ^ . /£Ch6C & # ^ 

x do not recall and there^ i-any like liim before that coiaittee of tho Senate* Escaping the 

' 1 1 V ' 

sv;ea tshop and starvation, wages was \ to Gall as to Ms princin^l subversion^ ;uid they said 

Caddy really believes this, even today, and he gives Ms opposition to it a special 



N 






political twist. p r ioic-uxmwith--&Iv review-then- 



;utt xierr, rrlh b^fore-Dosnicr. 






those Nixon paper organization- for the funnelling of illicit r money into his campaign, 

l-3~~ n.T'f m yit&Ik'I h iip . ■ 

the "Center for the Public Interest." It gave Caddy a grarrtTtcTwrite this propaganda<Tv 

The center, in turn, is endorsed by others of the right, including M. Stanton 
Evans, still Mother of those early YAP leaders, and Phyllis Schlafly, both right- 
wing propagandists to whom their propaganda is "news." 

However in his own mind he may describe his connections, c addy is and has been 
closely associated with and been part of anti-labot activities. These were a major 
interest of the Gall firm. Partner John Kilcullen's participation in them has been as 
counsel to a$ lobbyist for the so-called National Right to Work Committee and with 
the "Center for the Study of Union Power" of the National Association of Manufacturers, 
which is the traditional spearhead of anti-unionism. (GR 5/24/74) 

U nlike what one would expect of a man of principal, when Caddy was asked to 
describe this "Qenter for the Public Interest" by th e Northern Vi vp-i h-i « Sim (5/8/73) 
he refused^ dii A- . 

If it is not surprising that so many of those then kids Bill Buckley gathered 

together to form. YAFlnnnThold beliefs so firmly rooted in the outlived past, it is 

astounding how many of them Nixon managed to gather around himself, and of these the 

/» / m eJ - 

large percentage who participated in~iE^gsli^^^^ 5 S^l 7 at e rgate j ^his makes even 
more unusual the lack of interest ofi the part of the major media that to Nixon is 
"liberal" in thejfee YAP* leaders of the past* particularly Caddy, because of his 
personal Watergate activities, his connection with Hunt and Mullen if not directly 
with the CIA, his volunteer work with Liddy at CREEP, and because public exposure 
and even jailing was no discouragement to his appointment to official Republican 
positions. 



In the wake of Watergate publicity about him, C a ddy moved to Arlington, Virginia, 

r <, i t { ^ ( J H - £ // 7 / 71) _ 

“locfoss thfl'^otoraac from Washington* A^oag-ti;^ JbpiiaLicaii Party activist^ Caddy was 

appointed to the Arlington Couty Republican Committeex and its Young Republican Com- 



mittee, at least one other member of which, HHHxhxx Jade West, was his associate in 
"Right to Work" activities. The Arlington Republican machine grabbed: Caddy" ui>, the minute 
he moved into the county, udeterred by his Watergate involvements. (Na.Va. Sun 5/8/74) 
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©here is nothing in Caddy's professiona l experience to account for hunt's having him 



Aj A 

r 3 profe s s or* 



stand by for Watergate baa break-in emergencies, Caddy's actual role. Because he is not a 

criminal lawyer and because he is without significant or relevant in-court, defense 

■. gjl - 

practise, having Caddy as legal back-up man on the operation is exception^ J t can be 
explained as not involving a lawyer who was without knowledge of the crime or as a measure 
of tjre trust Hunt vested in Caddy personally© 

With what amounts to limitless funding from all those unaccounted Nixon millions, 
cost was not a consideration. X t was more important to have a man v/ho could be trusted 
to call upon in an emergency that* it was to have a Clarence Darrow© 

Caddy justified Hunt's trusto 

In his dedication Caddy was willing to and did go to jail in an effort to keep 

from telling what he knew. It was his personal duplication of the basic Nixon strategy, 

Y 

to delay and buy time by whatever means and regadless of immediate cost. 

■i 

He did buy enough time because when he had finished stalling the prosecutors the 
fix was set/mid the press had lost its interest in him as it turned to other in the 
endless chain of interrelated Watergate events all newsworthy© There were so many of 
these developments and they were all so v/ithout precedent anyone with public-relations 
experience could expect many not to be reported© 

Caddy succeeded in stalling and in silence for more than a month, until Thursday, 
ituly 20, 1972 ? (Star-News 7/20/72)to be followed in the same ploy by Liddy© (Star-^ev/s 
7/27/72) 

For Caddy this was almost Kamikaze (spelling) bravery if the suspicions of the 
Washington police, that he is homosexual, are correct. The^ deduced this the early morning 
of Saturday, June 17, 1972, when he appeared tmacconrrmd and uncalled to represent the 
five in their slam/ Thereafter, according to the confession of a homosexual police agent 
that was made court record when the left-wing think-tank^the Institute For Policy^, f 

studies sued over Watergateptype activities against it (Post IO/IO/73), this police 

/ r 

J. 

agent was directed to try to cultivate Caddy, ad his four lav/yers not worked i-s haste 

C S'h,'*' f 

throughout the entire day Caddy v/as in the court cell-block and ±h had they not been 

4 
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successfu l in the l ast minute, when he was released pending appeal from ^ntempt 


charge f he would have been sent to the District of 

Columbia's notorious pen, where bru&lizations, ranging from rape to murder, %^ommon 0 
The d/dge Caddy used to keep from talking giving the grand jury the evidence he 
and the whole crew wanted to suppress is that everyone else was his client. He claimed 
hat an unnamed client demanded that Caddy respect the alleged (client ' s right to the 



^ i i '>A 
(cor 



preservation of coni identiality over his^dons ul tations with his lawyer* 

It was a common Nixonian trick so obviously no more than a trick it was regularly 
rejected by the courts and the Congressional committees. However, in each case it did 
succeed in delaying compulsory testimony juntil the final ruling was made. It is the same 

*7 i/UrtXcr^ 

trick Hunt and Liddy both pulled with, Jackson so Jackson could claim he was for&idden 
to open his mouth. fiKaiaxiBkMueygone^fxthexeaBiiar Robert Wardian, former Assistant 
Attorney General in charge of the Criminal division and the CREEP'S "action officer" 
on Watergate, made the same spurious claim to retard his confession of Liddy 's immediate 
confessions to him, first to the grand jury and then to the Watergate committee, where 
Mardian was televised. Liddy made the same outrageous claim to having alleged clients 
about whom he could not talk Ck d<d L l • . ' 

TJ _ . ” w I ) 

It is true that Caddy did make this initial, out-of-court(appearance for the five, 

J U l t h 6 rrr f !! r h? j WaS n0t ^ °S^ defense * X* obtained an experienced criminal 
Joseph Raffsjrty, Ji* 0 j fa v tfT Yix v ^ 

lawyer/as soon as Hunt phoned himrtE5t / M^k and desperate pre-dawn Saturday morning. 

But it is also true that when the first court-room appearance was called for^ pn 
arraignment , Caddy told Bob Woodward of the Post, "They are not my clients. "jwoodward 

and Bernstein, for all their winning of the ^ulitser prize, paid almost no attention to 

A ft 

this entire Mulle/Bennett Watergate aspect. Thewdo include this their book. All the 

(pp.16-7), 0 

-te . i,dent '.s,Men/ but did not in their news stories. In this they are consistent, having 

no mention of Mullen at their taowing tavlng mention^ the Post- 

thezagaapfesa single company-ClA involvement of the remote past only; one mention a>f 

l6d “ ^ ±ndeX aS iiJ ±S 111 the text (p * 256) as representative," , 

meaning Howard Hughes; and two/ inconsequential references to the company, yd 1 I^ ThlnF 



there (p, 24) and a passing reference missed by the indexer (p,30) to Bennett as"Hunt's 

Ui 

boss at the Nullen firm" as- - pa r t o f a clause making casual reference to these paper 
frrnts for Nixon money, ^ ^ A ^ u L 

C Ol Na*a tried without success to get botl^to follow the Hmnt/Mullen leads I developed 
almost as soon as Hunt's name was reported. Woodward had twice in a single day refused 
to report what by any standard was front-page news, that Nixon hired a would-be assassin 
when I had it to Woodward's knowledge on tape and in Hunt's own voice, an even more 
unusual refusal because Buckley had tried to hide it and Buckley and the Post feud. 

Their avoidance oijf any mention of all that was available on this Mullen-centered opera- 

V 

tion is consistent with the practise of which reporters are rarely proud, making a deal 
to protect a good source by not reporting news about him 0 As a Great Depression youth 
I had failed to report the arrest of a bootlegger who was thus able to stay in business 
until his trial, which he was able to finance by staying in business. In return he had 
kept me supplied with his uncut stuffo 

(5'^X'Because in context this amount! to suppressing legitimate news also about the CIA 

and because it made the Post vulnerable to attack, I personally warned a Post editor 

th*y nku. r - 

that this case could be made and that I could make it, which made me confident that m-th 

IjX 

tl*»- dispositis**, officials could make a batter case« 

one tiling they reported about Hunt that was not reported elsewhere they kept 

out of the Post and used in the book, their "Deep Throat" source's report that 4 ? 

"the Howard Hunt group^, , ,was the 'really heavy operations team,'" 

ry // ^\.To my knowledge they knew from the outset that Hunt had been in proscribed CIA 

domestic activities, that he had had the Mullen cover while he was officially still a 

« — - — - 6ft 

CIA employee, and that the one minor MullenTIA SttKtgH connection they reported^ a 






ciA employee, and 
diii dn!lshina. <ef It 



its Bay of Pigs role which exactly coincided with the Nixon/Hunt/CIA 
Bay of Pigs official duties. In neither their stories nor their hook did they report 
this newsworth/jevidence the early reporting of which could have influenced all subsequent 

11 friy 

events, disclosures and other reporting. This amounts to deliberate suppression,, It was 

un 

one of the important non-developements that enabled the HHHsimpeachment of Richard Nixon^ 
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\ 



Woodward was my source for what I never saw in the Post or any other paper, the 
„ fact ,that Robert Sullen is a Key Biscayne neighbor of Richard Nixon,, As I remember it 

L L' tr 

«he/told me t^is when I gave him copies of FBI reports on Finrrini-Sturgis and his 

"black" 

participation in what in intelligence is called JikiakeS operations in misdirecting the 

h( k) 6 >"k-(_ i y J 'hi iY*-i C- u- b / -n 0 1 ' 1 -( 

FBI's investigation of the JFK assassinatioi^aRd-ioading the FBI with false, propagaddistic 

CL' 

reports about the lone accused assassin, Lee Harvey Oswald. At the same time I gave km 

prtr&’fcw reports that showed the FBI had been satisfied with a pro forma denial of substantial 
one Miguel Suarez, 

reports that/a man with the same name as that of the head of "Ameritas," the early- 
day bum* steer and the Barker cover for making arrangements for the Watergate operations, 
had predicted the JFK assassination in advance. Most reporters and papers would have found 
xeroxes of these actual FBI reports newsworthy. FBI reports are not published all that 
often. Moreover, when it later became known that Hunt had engaged in an anti-Kennedy 
"black" operation for Colson with assassination and political context, they again failed 
to use theese reports, which they also never returned, 
r^tlt is Bernstein who was to have provided me with xeroxes of the Washington city 
directory with which I had promised to show him how he could duplicate the work I had 

hk 



done on Hunt without my disclosing my sources. He never did, v&iieh means he elected what 
he and Woodward and the Post never did - report what is in this book for the first time 
anywhere o 

b ‘ (whether it was their separate of" collective decision^ or one that was made for 
them, it is the reputation of the Post that was at stake, with Nixon the beneficiary, 
the ^ CIA another beneficiary, and the people who were denied the information the 
sufferers. 

k ^This seeming digression is at this point because they also reported less than was 
readily available about Caddy, who was also Bennett-Mullen connected and was immediately 
personally involved in The Watergate cover-up, obstructing justice to keep Richard Nixon 



unimpeached 



40 



(gerhaps alone among reporters, from the accident of Woodward' s having chosen to 



/v v a r Mi fit ’ WQJP'£1 % j 

sit "in the middle row" of spectator benches in that courtroom, next to "a young man 

with fashionably long hair and an expensive suit with slightly flared lapels, his 

chin high, his eyes searching the room as if he were in unfamiliar surroundings," 

Woodward knew that Gaddy 1 s claim to toe client-lawyer privilege was utterly spurious 

and a deliberate misrepresentation to the courto Neither he nor the Post reported or 

pursued this/ when the Caddy*4ho told Woodward "They are not my clients "Claimed in Y' 
M&h i* 1k< 10 /u.tcc. 

court that he keep-keep) secrets from the grand jury because jthey werp<J</ 2T 

^Woodward personally did some of the Post 's reporting of the Caddy claim he knew 
to be a lie mf not rmxs criminal. The July 1 story he by-lined with Jim Mann^ reports 
without elaboration that "Caddy has been questioned at least twice about the possible 
involvement of thejjentral Intelligence Agency in the case." 

was headlined bn the front page, "Jury Probes Lawyer in 'Bug* Case 0 " For all the world as 
though Woodward did not know better, the continuation is headlined "Bugging Suspects' 

Lawyer Is Quizzed by Jury 0 ,f 
It 

During 1969 and 1970," it further states, "Caddy and Hunt shared an office" at 

" A rf-UUU-n t by > — 

Mullen. These dates are significant because it meansTheylmeftj that Hunt., was at Mullen 
U>ji n u hd r> -h a vn frtvf — ^this 1 

"wMle he was ‘HttTci^nd never repSJtidJor investigated and reported what they learned 
about this. It is important because later versions give different dates, consistent with 
the insulation pf CaddyrtbuT^om Hunt's and other CIA activities end from their joint ( 



I O' 

efforts which become a Mullen operation and, to now also has been unreported. 



Deadpan and striahgi; straight this long after Caddy had told him otherwise Woodward 
wrote, "Wien asked about Hunt, Caddy invoked the attorney-client privelege, refusing to 
testify..." Ditto for the prosecutor's telling the judge "that Caddy's conduct was 
^specious, dilatory and ... an obstruction of justice." tQffltn 



The same 

for the unquestioning account that "Urban A. Lester, one of Caddy’* s// Itoee^bqra^ lawyers.. 

the / 

told the judge that <SaiMy*^questioning of Caddy had gone far beyond his relationship with 
Hunt. He said Caddy had been asked whether he had worked for the CIA. Caddy answered 
that he had not, Lester said©" 



Lester is one of Caddy’s two lawyers from Hogan and Hartson, the same firm that also 
represented ^unt in the same matter, through another partner, Bittman 0 No question of 



conflict of interest^ seems to have been raised by anyone 0 

In stories and in books - the who|e tiling^ is left out of the bookVwoodward never 

pL. -fi cir 

hoted the significance of wfeafc^he =-di4-^at-in th a-pap e r^ that Hunt was with w ullen in 
1969, when he was still with CIA, and that Caddy shared Hunt’s office when Hunt was a C 
CIA employee but working at Mullen 0 

The $ next story on Caddy’s "obstruction of justice" through which Woodward kept his 

Cnh l 'j 

secret he by-lined with Bemstein 0 ( Pest 5 or 8, date inddistinct®) It reports that Hunt 
was represented by Bittman but not tha-, Caddy was represented by the same firm 0 Caddy 



r-. r 

"left the grand jury room at least 13 times fya yesterday to confer with four lawyers 
waited 

who HBXKXHaitiHg outside the jury room, 0 ® " What a legal bill Caddy was incurringi 

be f rrre- the- givmri_ -i urv iis and sh ould be -seerek, WhsHziixisziaj[0KtEd^;zx 



•generally 




"During Caddy’s appearance in court, it was revealled that he told the grand jury 
of ’intimations’ that the Robert R® Mullen Co. - the Washington public relations firm where 
he and Hunt shared an office- did work for the CIA." Bennett said "that Caddy was 
probably referring to work done in the 1960s for Radio Free Cuba, widely reported to 
be funded by the CIA." 

"Objectively" this says that the CIA connection was in the dim past, the 1960s^a«d 
more than a decade earlier. Actually Caddy is not quoted as referring to the past . _ 

"had done" this unspecified "work for tile CIA." Saying that Sullen "did" work for the 
CIA can refer to the present as in fact in this casd it did and everyone load to know it dido 
The tense is that of the reporters, not a direct quotation of Caddy 0 

They had no question, knowing that Caddy and Hunt were officemates when Hunt was 
still officially CIA, in reporting only "’intimations'" of Mulle-CIA connection® 

ij 

They were off the story by tfee-aBfe: uly 1 1 , when it was headlined in the Star 

"Enter ’Mr® X* In the Party Bugging 0ase" and in the next day ' s Rost . "Mysterious 'Hr® X* 



Enters ’Bugging’ Probe." The questions Caddy refused to answer are provocative and represent 
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newsworthy evidence not usually overlooked by editors on a continuing story although 

witij Caddy and in this case they were. 

Star's 

The Satrlg story begins: Lil-marked in yellow 

i 

Jim Mann's Post story adds: LiJ- marked in blue. 



This is a provocative prelude to Caddy's being found in contempt and jailed on the 
13th, from which he appealed to the higher court on the 18th and lost, (star, 18; Post 19), 
after which, having succeeded in the Nixon "game plan" of stalling, he went before the 
grand jury and ostensibly answered their questions ( Star 7/20 ) which is a ll it took for 
him thereafter to be of no reportorial or known investigatory interest. 



A sentence from Prosecutor Silbert's appeals-court argument rakes this' more sur- 

, * 

prising still : "Wherever we turned Mr. Caddy appearedo" (star 7/I8/74) — , 

'How phoney the Caddy pretense was 'Jim Mann's story of the 19th says^ "But in a sharp* 

rebuke the appellate panel aaid. ..that Caddy and his lawyers did not even establish j 



thgtzSaiidjczandzktsziaHyEESzdidzHBj^that Caddy was actually acting as an attorney for the 



seven men he claimed to represent." 

''Mr. X" had never been identified. The papers lost all interest in the mystery man. 
With all these lawyers each xk claiming to represent other lawyers all of whom v/ere deep 



/yl,' V-C L' 

in criminal activities, an easy and obvious guess and conjecture that wiever made it in; 

LiJtlvj In \ / if rid t tjJ_ t-r-x / . e- yJ~ 

print is that "Mr. X" is Liddy. Within a week he-wa^r-aaMng the\s±mi±a)r claim: 






"Silfeert complained to c hief Judge John Sirica of the U.S. District Court that Liddy' s 
contention that he had an attorney-client relationship with Hunt and Caddy was 'wholly 
unwarranted'. Liddy said he was Hunt's lawyer and Caddy's client." (Star 7/27/72) 



There really was no end to this trickery with lawyers and by them, all unpunished. 

11 JLi^h 

The Department of Justice was going to supply Colson with free legal defense, its special 

(XerLs 

litigation counsel, Irwin Goldbloom, until* the federal district judge 4iho was said in 
the Via ter gate Committee's hearings to have stalled the democrats' civil suit as a favor 
for the Write House (.he denied it;* S h a rles W&tehey g ruled not that tliis was to gyp the 
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The U.S. Attorney’s Office 
has requested a feder air court 
order to force Douglas Caddy, 
a lawyer irhReTTo“tlTeyvY^ei^ 
gate ‘‘bugging” case/ to tell 
about his involvement with a 
mysterious “Mr. X.” / 

Iri papers filed atlTJ.S. Dis- 
trict Court, the prosecutors in 
the break-in case listed as 
“Mr. X” someone whom Cad- 
dy claimed was a “close 
friend” of former White House 
consultant E. Howard Runt. 

The prosecutors, trying to 
find out more about “Mr. X,” 
did not identify him in papers 
filed with ;;he court— -to pre- 
serve the secrecy oi grand 
jury proceedings in which 
Caddy has refused to testify. 

Hunt dropped out of sight 
.following capture of five men 
inside the Democratic party s 
headquarters at die Water- 
gate. He was hired in 197/ as a 
White Huu.ie consultant on the 
i, e com mono Mion of Charles W. 
Colson, special counsel to 
President Nbmn. 

Ken. W. Clawson, deputy 
White House director of com- 
inupicatio-:-:. has demented 
Colson vud Hunt as “personal 
friends” o: at least six years’ 
tiuraucA. He has denied Coisoa 
was involve- i h the break-in. 

Among q;;e:i'd.o:jS the U.S. 
Attorj.vL-y’s Cilice wants Caddy 
to .answer arc : 

© VCbo asked Caddy to repre- 
sent the f i v o. -vispects appre- 
h e n cl o cl Divide Democratic 
headquarters or Jutfe 17. 

Whether faddy received a 
vis i t i n earl v J ur/e from ; ‘Mr. 

x.” v / 

ii> Who made ha/f a dozen tele- 
phone calls 



U'j Caddy that .. 
o | Caddy himself 



i 



night, and who 
called. v — 

(h Whether Caddy- saw Hunt 
within, a quarter of a mile of 
the Watergate Hotel on Jime 
16 or June 17. 

Caddy, according to the pa- 



. . . pers filed with die court, al- 
ready has appeared before the 

■ ■ *'T grand jury three times and so 
Vf far has refuse :I to answer a 

•J total of fd to {>0 questions 
about the “bugging” case. 

• . * ; In each in ^ ar.ee, the attor- 
' • ney ban i u v oknd the 
attorney-diem: p r i v i i e g c 
*. ... against xevoahrg confidential 
I commum cations. The prosecu- 
. . r ; tors contend Caddy has mis- 
used this pi'iv!i«; io conceal 

■ v facts about tire so 

“It. ( the attorney -tiiert priv- 
ilege) was never intended to 
, permit, an attorney to envelop 
^ in n shroud of secrecy hk> rcia- 
•i tioashios with whomovo: lie 
chooses to designate a client/* ^ 
the prosecutors said. They 
claimed Caddyls refusal to tes- 
' tify has delayed, disrupted and 
• i frustrated the grand jury’s in- 
! vestigation. 

i In the papers filed with the 
} court, the prosecutors asked 
; that Caddy he directed “on 
pain of contempt” to answer 
f questions that he has claimed 
are barred by ihe altoniev- 
‘ .■client privilege. 



None of the questions so far - 
deals with any “communica- 
tions” between Caddy and 
" - "anyone he asserts has been a 
client, the U.S. Attorney’s Of- 
fice maintained. 

Chief U.S. District Court 
Judge John Sirica is scheduled 
to hear arguments tomorrow 
m the prosecutor’s effort to 
3 force Caddy to testify. A hear- 
ing set for today was delayed 
one day to permit Caddy’s 
lawyers to prepare a response. 

Other questions the prosecu- 
tors have -put to Caddy, and 




been refused answers, muu.,. 
ing when Caddy last saw cr 
talked to “Mr. X,” whether 
a <% ^ r - X n has ever paid Ca dry 
any money, and what ref air. -:r 
agreement Caciuy has with ;.;e 
unidentified person he clah;.> 
as a cheat. 

Caddy was first linked co ehe 
Juno *7 break-in when he kl.- 
peare:.; to assist the persons 
apprehended at the Watery a ;e 
arrange for counsel. The U.S. 
Aiioiney’s Office said CuLy 
“mysteriously” appeared at 
police precinct house afeer : 

At. first, Caddy refused v: 
tell the grand niry wh- * 
even knew Hunt, court us gurs 
said. At that time, Sirica ruioJ 
Caddy could not refuse to an- 
swer on the basis of the attor- 
ney-client privilege. 

Going back before the. grand 
jury, Caddy did answer Las 
question, but the prosecutors 
told the court he jhan refused 
to aus .verJi^oiiTSr* questions at 
that Mule and 30 other queries 
jHT'July 5. 

It appeared that “Mr. X” 
may be someone new in the 
case, or at least so far not 
clearly connected to it. be- 
cause the papers filed by the 
prosecutors did mention the 
names of Hunt and the five 
suspects seized at the Water- 
gate. 

In another development. The 
Committee for the Relection 
of the President, claiming rhe / 
presidential campaign would* 
be affected, yesterday as.ud 
U.S. District Ccur;; to dcho 
proceedings in the Democrats ’ 

$i million damage suit grow- 
ing out of the Watergate “bag- 
.ving” incident uadi after the 
i\V - 1 ember ckvdon. 

In paporr fdsd a f . ih: c.v.vt, 

-in; v:-* malice said t'r.v. ac- 
tions in the rv>o weald involve 
doman.il for “confidential in- 
formal ion . . . on ilio civ: via. 
of thorough dL-covery*’ a;..' 
Hint events in the litig'-kon 
would serve to j :.v:civ ,v .;n 
provable” Democratic cIj; 
of .Republic v,.i iir.o *emen: i:.\ 
the case. 

The court was told the! c; . i- 
paiga workers rnient lv de- 
terred by unfavorable publici- 
ty and that pa-ipr-i eor:ri::-> 
tors could withhold fee ls *h.f 
otlrenvi.se would c.;r> v T\ 
ident Nixon’s n-eMaM:! cam- 
paign. 
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Government 

have revealed 




tion of alleged bugging ox)P l,t a -' ,( Hunt, Hunt’s wife . 
Democratic Party iK?«nr t uor-l[ and e?ch of the five arrested 
ters at the Watergate Hotel. || defendants. 

In papers ill eel in U.x D;v ^He has so far refused to an- 
crict Court here, the proven- Jswer more than 55 different 
tors list Mr. X only as a close [questions before the grand 
•friend of h. Howard luou .jr.jjury on grounds that he has 
i the former Central Ijueili-jan aitornoy-client privilege 
jgence Agency employee ap.Gjj with all of those persons * ac 
! former ri — ' - • > • • 

• ant 

'questioning in the case, 
i According to the court pap- 
;ers, an important witness he- 
;fore the grand jury, attorney 
M. Douglas Caddy, is recusing 
.to answer questions about :Vlr. 

: X on grounds that lie is the 
man’s atto rney and'TEat Tie 

so- 



ier u nite House consul tx cording to the court papers 
wl ,0 has 1‘Cen sought for Whe pa , )ers were £iled '* b V 

nnnmf/ 1V, ho ~ ^ AU u 



t h or e fore i .? "protected h\ 
called ‘‘attorney-client privi- 
lege.” . 

Caddy, *34, is a mystcrionf 
figure in the Watergate affair) 
j lie first appeared at the art 
raignment of the five defend} 

I ants on the day they were art 
| rested inside Democratic headd 
[quarters. 



C.S. Attorney Harold H. Titus 
Jr. and other federal prosecu- 
tors as part of a motion to 
compel Caddy to answer ques- 
tions before the grand jury. 

It was the second time the 
government has moved to 
have Caddy ordered to testify 
before the grand jury. On 
■June 30 the government said 
Caddy had refused to answer 
whether he knew Hunt and 
whether lie had known Hunt 
before 19T0, at the time when 
Caddy was admitted to prac- 
tice law here. 

pSee INCIDENT, C4, Col. 2 

INCIDENT, From Cl. 

At that time, Sirica ordered 
Caddy to answer. According to 
{ the court papers, Caddy an- 
swered those two specific 
questions about Hunt but then 
invoked the attorney-client 
privilege in response to more 
than 30 other questions asked 
of him. 

The papers say that “about 
50 times” during the grand 
jury proceedings. Caddy re- 
quested and was granted per- 
mission to leave the room and 
talk with his attorneys. 

Caddy’s actions have “de- 
layed. disrupted and frus- 
trated orderly investigative 
j proceedings of the grand 
'jury,” Titus alleges -in the pa- 
pers. 

U.S. District Court Chief 
Judge John J. Sirica is ex-;, 
i ported to hear arguments and : 

| to rule on Titus’s motion; 
today. > 

| Caddy, 34, a graduate of! 
Georgetown University and 
| New York University Law ( 
j School, was the first executive! 



| director of Uk conservative! 
'Young Americans for Free- 
dom and was a leader in the 
early 1960’s of the Youth for 
Gold water organization. 

In their papers, the prose- 
cutors *say they are withhold- 
ing the identity of Mr. X dur- 
ing the grand jury proceed- 
ings. 

The papers include a list of 
questions that Caddy was ask- 
ed and refused to answer, 
i Those questions only serve to 
j heighten the mystery regard- 
ling the identity of the un- 
r named person. 

For example, Caddy was 
asked, “To your knowledge, 
lias Mr. X ever used any I 
names other than his own 
name of .Air. X?” 

Caddy was also asked when 
he last saw and spoke with 
I Mr. X, what fee or retainer 
j arrangement he had as Mr. 
jX’s attorney, and whether he 
] received any telephone calls 
| from Mr. X in the early morn- 
ling hours of June 17— at the 
jtime the five arrests were 
made at the Watergate. 

| The court papers indicate 
[that much of the questioning 
; of Caddy has been an effort 
! to establish how Caddy was 
jretained as an attorney in the 
case, under what circum- 
stances and by whom. 

Caddy originally told report- 
ers that he had been called by 
the wife of Bernard L. Barker, j 
one of the five arrested men.) 
shortly after 3 a.m. on Junej 
17. “She said that her husband! 
told her to call me if he hadn’t! 
called her by 3 a.m., that it! 
might mean trouble,” Caddy! 
said. The arrests at the Water- 
gate were made shortly after 
2:30 a.m. 

The. papers reveal that | 
Caddy has admitted receiving! 
approximately a half-dozen' 
telephone calls and making a 
half-dozen others between 
midnight and 8:30 a.m. on the 
$ay of the arrests. 

i He reportedly refused to an- 
swer questions about those 
\ pnone calls for the grand jury. 

| According to the court papers, 
.prosecutors asked him 
j whether he received any calls 
! from Hunt, Mrs. Barker, or 
i Mr. X. 



The court papers also dis- 
close that Caddy denied 
seeing Hunt at the Watergate 
or within three blocks of the 
Watergate on June 16 or June 
1 17. But when he was asked 
j whether he saw Hunt within a 

j quarter-mile ol the Watergate 
j on those days, he invoked the 
attorney-client privilege, ac- 
I cording to the papers. 

No one interviewed yester- 
day would disclose the ident- 
ity of Mr. X. 



10X use as footnote 



(When Gaddy later admitted this heavy phone traffic and that he was up and awaiting 
it he was admitting his standby lawyer' s role and what amounts to gdvance lmowledge of 
the planned break-in. Had he been a "cause" lawyer of the left it is probable that the 
bar would have disciplined him. But not when the chairman of the ban's committee on 
these matters, Kenneth Parkineen, was himself indicted^ fori.obstructing justicei in 



The Watergate (on March 1 . 1 9^74^ £ndTwhen Parkinson's partner, Paul L» O'Brien, was 
\j/f/ . aud. a d e a d tre san, <4/ 

one of toE caa? tt ^ headed by Nixon ^ that the same grand jury named as "j&iindicted 

co-cpnspiratorso" (Post 6/22/74) This was leaked to the Los Angeles Times by a lawyer 

! r i~ 

for one of those indicted (Evans-Novak column, 6/9/74)* whic h broke the story J une 6. 

4 . 

oYBrien and Bittman were named because of their roles in Nixon's hush-money payments, 
including to Hunt. Dorothy Hunt was the bag-womah in the deal that 
was bribery.) 
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\ ’• ' * 

I 

) 

government and the taxpayers for Colson s personal benefit but what is no less obvious, 
that there was a conflict of interest .^Colson, Nixon and the other lawyers in the w hite 
H^use were not in any degree concerned abodt---t]ie^ Departni ent of Justice prosecuting 
Colson while the same department of Justice vras defending him! f( star ~8/5/72)^) 

This is not *lice in V&nderland. It is the Nixon administratxonT^MT^e courts 
before which a Caddy can swear falsely and go unpunished while the other kind of long- 

*C~ \/ 

hairsY those in denims^ not fancy threads are jailed for less* 

. The mysterious Caddy had Watergate connections of an earlier day with The Watergaters. 

With- Liddy ae a volunteer legal helper at CREEP and with darker are known,, 

t 

Caddy's earlier relationship with Bsicer was used immediately to give a deliberately 
false explanation of how he came to be the lawyer who just sauntered into the police 
station without any of the five arrested having made a single phone call: attached 

from Post 6/1 8/72 



• o » Douglas Caddy, one of the attorneys for the five men, told a reporter that 
shortly after 3 a.m. yesterday, he receive^ a call from Darker' s wife. "She said tliat 
her husband told her to call me if he hadn t called her by 3 a.m. : that it might mean 
he was in trouble. " * * * * 

Caddy, one of the attorneys for the five, said he met Barker a year ago over cock- 
tails at the Army-Navy Club in Washington. "We had a synpathetic conversation - that's 
all I'll say," Caddy told a reporter. * * * * Caddy, who said he is a corporate lawyer, 
attempted to stay in the background. ....WxPost 6/18/72, Break-In, First Sports file/ " 



This 



was a poor cover story because i^/fell Apart on examination. But it was 



good 



enough because it served its immediate purposes and thereafter press and prosecution 



ignored it. TM& Thus it never fell apart. 



The timing alone destroys it. There was not enough time for the burglars to do their 
job and for Barker to get out and to a phone and call his wife all by 3 a.m. 

And what also went unnoted is that "a year ago" is prior to the first publicly-reported 
Barker participation in hunt's or Hunt's for-Nixon jobs. The first reported is the attempted 
theft of Daniel Ellsberg's psychiatric records. That was over the Labor Day weeked'of the 



/ 

/ / 

/ / 

year before. It also was three months after "a year ago 0 " It is a clue to earlier 
It also was one of the very first clues, in the initial re porting,, 

Nixon crimeso/And. it coincides closely with Hunt's becoming a "legitimate" Mullen 

employee the month before "a year ago," This clue to other Caddy involvements and to 

other Hunt/Mullen/Barker et al/Nixon jobs was ignored by the press and the Watergate 

committee, even after Barker and Hunt both testified to it that Hunt had looked Barker 

up in Miami two months before he openly joined the rnullen company and while he was 

still officially a CIA agent o 

Caddy was not a witness before the Senate committee, for all his connections with 

so many Watergate figures and his own participation in the covering up<> 

Yet for it and for the press there were other clues mixed in with other fact and 

alleged fact that round out the form of Caddy's Watergate involvementso These also were 
25,1972 Caddy 

quite early, in the August/deposition taken as part of the Democrats' damage suit 

and ^r'^ouhterlsuitso \ rela ted^ L_ - — — 

^gainst the CREEPs and others Civil Action 1 233-72)<^Lil-this is fnote 0 \ , — 

Caddy was deposed in the office of Edward Bennett Williams, whose firm represented 

the Democrats o Henry Rothblatt and Leonard B. Phillips represented the criminal defendants 

Peter Maroulis was there for Liddy, Hunt's counsel was Austin Mittler 0 Caddy's lawyers 

were the same Urban A c Lester and Joseph Contruccio Mittler is from Hogan and Hartson* 

Contrucci, lister[in the 1971-2 white section as a lawyer at 1776 K Street, NW, is not 

listed under "lawyers" in the 1973 yellow section,, Identically the same is true of Lester, 



-n 






save that he also has a home phone listed 0 (±2$& 1214 34 Street, NW, near ksorgEtwos. 

Georgetown University and close to some of Hunt's favorite ham haunts and places that 

not as a lawyer, 

figure in his writing,,) The only listixg for a Leonard B„ Phillips is/at 950 25 Street, 

NW (965-5304) less than five blocks from The Watergate complex,, 

Williams ended the deposition(p„ 88) with the protest that while "I have many hours 
of questions to ask Mr 0 Caddy, and it seems to me it would serv^fe no useful purpose <> « o 
you have said y±na you are not going to permit him to answer, " This^what Lester wanted", 
was not required by a © judge, whose assistance Williams seems not to have sought,, Hr 
tester was pleased, telling Williams, "I appreciate your consideration," (porSMx 

One of these questions (pp„85-6) was if the grand jury had immunized Caddy, Rothblatt 

into this hassle alleging "on invasiin of the rights of ^client^ the Cabans. 



I? 



50? J aid. # think all these issues are going to have to be resolved by some judge. "(p. 8?) 
Ba d dy *-0 oo nn o o tion Despite Lester's successful opposition to many of /the answers 
Williams sought, there are interesting and Watergate-relevant facts he did not keep out 
of the stenographic transcript of the deposition. , ,7 

Caddy's "handling of [General Foods'] government relations" began in 1967. (p»3^ 

According to his bar-directory biography (p.2358B) this was thebyear after he completed 



QA 



■ Ir 



his legal educationahd New York University and prior to his admission to t e District 
of Columbia bar in 1970, the only bar association of which he was a member. 

Caddy had a prepared statement from which he read. (p.6) "I have ^represented Mr. 
Hunt as his lawyer in various matters since J uly of 1971. [Prompted by his counsel he 
correct? the year but not the month, backward to 1970. ( p 0 7 ) J This representation has 
included, among other things, advising Mr. Hunt on legal matters involving^ book pub- «•-- 
lishing and other personal business ventures..." Williams' clients may regret Williams' 
failure to press Caddy on what "legal matters involving book publishing" because they, 
Hunt and Caddy, had a common book-publishing venture not yet exposed. 

Hunt wrote him a letter (p.8) that is not consistent with what Caddy told Wmodward. 



/ 



/ 



/ 



Here what he had told Woodward, if true, may open him to a charge of perjury should he 

not have been immunized and should anyone inNixon' s Department of Justice ever decide 

that Nixonian perjury should be punished. Caddy's reading of Hunt's self-serving, andr 

Caddy-serving and Nixon-serving letter includes// the claim that Caddy represented him_ . — 

"during the month of J une and early J uly,1972. 0 .At no time during the confidential 
wedhad-- 

discussions that we/were/involved in any way in matters that could possibly be con- 
strued as on-going criminal activity..." 

He also read a letter of that dame day, August 25, from Rothblatt for his clients 

(p.9) that says, again quite the opposite of what Woodward quotes Caddy as saying, 

"...you have represnted us.... up to on or about the 5th day of August, 1972..." 

Naturally, he had a letter from Liddy, dated the day before, August 24,"..oAs my 

attorney until early J uly 1972..." Liddy also chided him for answering "some questions 

before a federal grand jury [inj disregard [of] your obligations to me 0 .." Lester 
objected to this characterization (p. 12). He called it "irrelevant and immaterial." 
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• At 

July 19 was the last day Caddy was before the grand Jury. He remembers J une 28 and 

30; July 5 and 7 and sa^s "it was either six or seven times" in alio (pp.13-4) This mak 

J 

says that wiM'all the many questions Caddy had refused to answer and all the many 
questions that ska answers to them should have pronyted, by both the prosecutors and the 
grand jurors, fi^questioning of Caddy, once he had no choice between answers and con- 
viction on a contempt charge , was quite brief o July 19 was his only appearance after the 
appeals court bawled him out and directed him to be responsive. An entire day was not 
adequate for the questions that should have been asked and there is no public evidence 
that he was questioned for the whole day. 

the 

Rothblatt objected to Caddy's answering any question, "under what circumstances did 
you meet him? " after Caddy had testified that hx "I first met Mr. Barker I believe it 
was in May, 1971." To respond, according to Rothblatt' s protest, "would invade the 

13 

attorney-client privilege" thus extended backward for months prior to Caddy's 
representation of Barker for that one appearance at the pri± station house, (p.20) 
Similarly, and on the same claimed ground, Rothblattt blocked answers to "Vihen was it that 
you were retained to represent Mr. Barker?" and "Who was it, Mr. Caddy, who originally 
retained you to represent Mr 0 Barker?" (p.24) Rothblatt went farthur, into what the 
prosecutor did not s "These facts might elicit some possible overt acts in connection w.ith 
the alleged conspiracy and certainly we do not want the attorney to be revealling any 
factors tkrfe which might tend to incriminate Mr 0 Barker 0 " How could it if all Caddy 
did was make an emergency appearance on Barker's behalf that one time the early morning 
of °une 17? And this pretense of a non-existing relationship after the appeals court 







0 



had found there was no proof of it and rejected the whole line of argument? [$.Ct (6 

Despite the cover story, he first spoke to Mrs. ^arker "the evening of June 17».. 
approximately 16 hours after their arrest" and not many fewer than 16 after he appeared 
at the station house v/ith the cover story that (he had phoned him at 3 a.m. (pp.28-9) . ... 

Naturally, Williams asked him about this discrepancy, (p.30) Caddy said, "I would 
lik to confer v/ith counsel." The counsel with whom he conferred was Hunt's, not his! 

Caddy also got away with saying he had not met Hunt until "the day he joined the .. ^ 

afcfcf XH staff of the Robert R. Mullen Company. .. approximately Aoril, 1 970 • • • • when it ~ 



pp. 

in the Kiplinger Building, at 1729 H Street, NW. (37-8) In this Caddy perjured himself, 
as we shall see 0 He got away with it because Williams had not done liis homework,. Nor 
had the democrats' chief investigator, Walter Sheridan, who had been Bobby Kennedy's 
ramrod in"getting" Jimmy Hoffa/ when hHitotgraxinxihExBx Bobby was Attorney General. 



„ c*v — • 

Caddy denied any association of connection with CREEP "excluding any attorney- 
client relationship" except for a "ver# small" contribution. (pp. 5CM-) That he had 
been a volunteer lawyer on Liddy' s staff is public knowledge. 

He and Liddy both were Hunt's alleged lawyers but "Hunt never told me that." (pp 0 65-6) 

He met Colson when he was invited for that important occasion, Nixon's departure 
for China 0 Liddy was Colson's secretary. 0 . just prior to going out to see the helicopter 
take off." (p 81) 

The Mullen associate^^^fe^liver, father of R„ Spencer Oliver, who was successfully ■*-- 
by the Hunt gang, worked with him for General Foods. The father "was retained at one of 
General ^oods' consultants, (p.85) 

Caddy has a diferent version of who was going to buy Mullen out before Bennett did. 

He omits R. Spencer Oliver, who ^unt regarded as practically a revolutionary because 
he was a democrat, and says it was himself, Hunt and Bennett, (p. 85) 

In either version it is clear that until June 17,1972 the Hunt-Bennett of” not the 
Caddy-Bennett relationship was good enough for them to consider being business partners. 

It is not possible to read this deposition, like the others earlier quoted, without 
detecting the failures of the lawyers doing the questioning. It is not because they are 
incompetent, for they are not. It is that they were inadequately prepared. Each may 
have desired Nixon's impeachment but each contributed to it by not doing the homework 
necessary to serve the interests of his client and the country to the best of his ability, 
which in each instance was much above average professional competence. 

Had the issues of Caddy's refusal to answer legitimate questions with phoney claimS - 
to immunityCfrom asking them been pressed with vigor, it is not impossible that the 
improvised obstruction of justice that made possible the hiding of the more significant 
Watergate evidence and with it the unimpeachment of Nixon would have come apart. -4 could 
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and should have. The net effect of the deficiencies in deposing Gaddy is an equivalent 
of the failure of the prosecution to get or to use if it got the evidence Caddy had. 
Caddy could not have shared an office with Hunt without knowing what he was up to 0 

XX 

He could not have worked for Mullen and been ignorant of what it was engaged in. While 
he denied working for the CIA when questioned by reporters (post 7/l/73) "about the 

possible involvement of the CIA," that is not the right question if General Foods was 

n 

'K-L 

any kind of CIA "asset" nor was it to a question to elicit from him that to which mg' 
might have been privy when he was at Mullen. Close as he was to Bennett and Hunt it 



it 

is 



stretches a willingness hh± to believe too far to (. believe that he had no knowledge 



of all the many different Watergate dirty-works from Bennett to fiunt to the White House, 

Liddy and 

with Hunt involved and with others he knew, like/Harker, also involved. 

If the foregoing is far from a complete investigation of Caddy and of the sup- 
pressions of essential Watergate evidence in which he figures and of which he knew, 
it should be enough to show that more than every institution for the defense of society- 
including the press, the prosecution and the judiciary.^ plus in this case other lavjyersT 
for those injured in the Watergate crimes- failed in the obligations they owe society. 

The totality of this failure assured that Nixon would be unimpeached. Caddy is but ■ 
another example. 

J Caddy did commit crimes. He and they are unpunished. 

Of one there is no doubt- the most common and least punished Watergate crime - perjurjr 
Probably nothing HHKxmBXEXBSs except silence was more important than perjury and 
its being unpunished 'than perjury. 



/ 






Had not Caddy been able to join the (lost'vList of those who with impunity or later 
with vreampuff punishment got away with perjury, all of history might have been different. 
') Nixon would not have dared select Gerald Ford to be his personal! appointee as 
Vice President, which makssxSr means to be his own successor. 



A 
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; < By BETTY BEALE 

Special to The. Inquirer 

WASHINGTON — The best grade 
erald RV Ford made to finish in the 
,p .third of the 1941 Yale University, 
aw.' School class was an A-plus in 
’gal- ethics. A- 

And when 450 FBI agents examined 
very facet of his life before President 
ixon. named- him to the vice presi- 
ency*.- his / high ethical standards be-, 
ame known across the country. 

In an exclusive interview, in his off 
e this week, the man expected to be- 
■me the 38th President of the United 
tatps credited the “basic principles I 
rew up-on’^for enabling him to suc- 
eed in politics without compromising 
is integrity.- < 

“They were taught to me by my 
arents, and once I had those princi- 
ies I carried them through in politics 
s I did elsewhere,” he said, “My 
lepfather and mother, .the environ- 
ment they created was — you darn 
ell better tell the truth .'and live an 



rt on 



1 Mair of Destiny •. 



$ honest life if you don’t want to pay a 
Jy penalty down the road.” 

‘ Ford, an Episcopalian, said his 
^ . 'Church attendance was not 100 percent 
regular, but he noted that his son was 
:. making a career in religion and that 
-“I have no hesitancy in saying Ijsay a 
little prayer. every night.”^^ ^ 

The A-plus in legal- ethics, was not 
Ford’s onfy high grade dt Yale law 
"school. He. finished in the upper third 
•*?of a class that included U: S^Supreme-- 
Court Justice Potter v§tevvart, former* 
Pennsylvania t governors William- 
Iv Scranton ancl Ray Shafer, Sargent- 
Shriver, New Jersey Republican Con- 
gressman Peter Frelinghuy?en and 
several others who became congress- 
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Ford Confirms Justice Official 
Gave Him Douglas Inquiry Data 

! ^ P By NICHOLAS M. HORROCK 

Special to The New York Times 



WASHINGTON, Feb. 4 — 
President Ford said today that 
he received information from 
the Department of Justice dur- 
ing his unsuccessful effort to 
get the House of Representa- 
tives to impeach Associate Jus- 
tice William O. Douglas of the 
Supreme Court. 

At a news conference in At- 
lanta, the President was asked 
whether as a Representative he 
had “access or were you 
slipped any secret F,B.I. data” 
in his inquiry into Justice Dou- 
glas’s financial affairs in 1970. 

The President said he did not 
know the source of the infor- 
mation he was* given, g”but i 
was given information by a 
high-ranking official of the De- 
partment of Justice.” 

“I do not know what the 
source of the information was,” 
he added. Later in the news 
conference he said the informa- 
tion was given to him by Will 
Wilson, then Assistant Attor- 
ney General in the Criminal Di- 
vision. 

During Mr. Ford’s confirma- 
tion hearings as Vice President ' 
in November, 1973,. he said he 
received the information in re- 
sponse to a request he had 
made to then Attorney General ] 
John N. Mitchell. The testimony < 



was not widely noted at the 
time, and the question arose 
again this week after it Was re- 
vived in a syndicated column 
by Jack Anderson. 

Shortly after his request to 
Mr. Mitchell, Mr. Ford testified, 
“An Assistant Attorney General, 
Mr. Will Wilson, contacted me 
and came to my office and in- 
dicated to me that there was 
some information they had. He 
would not go into the depth or 
the detail of that information. 
He simply indicated to me that 
there were certain areas of in- 
quiry that I ought to pursue 
and on the basis of those leads, 
not any factual information, I 
sought to conduct my own in- 
vestigation with little or no co- 
operation from the Department 
of Justice thereafter.” 

Mr. Wilson, reached by tele- 
phone in Austin, Tex., said that 
he gave Mr. Ford no reports on 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
letterheads in 1970, but that 
some of the information may 
have come from the F.B.I. He 
said that what he gave Mr. 
Ford was a one-or-two-page 
list of dates and names. * 
“It would be lead material,” 
he said, “the kind of thing a re- 
ported would use to start out 
on a story.” 



